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Abstract
Gender inequality in housework divisions is persistent. This
study examined early-emerging patterns in gender roles via
children's gendered housework time in the Irish context
using time-use diary and questionnaire data, controlling for
key demographic variables. This study utilized longitudinal
“Growing up in Ireland” data, comparing the same children's
behaviour at age 9 and 13. Participants were a nationally
representative, weighted sample of school going children
living in Ireland, including 4,135 girls, 3,831 boys and their
caregivers. The results highlight that inequalities in domestic
chores occur at nine and are even greater at 13: girls do more
housework and children tend to do “gender typical” chores.
Consequences are discussed in relation to gender inequality
and policy implications.
Highlights
• This is a longitudinal study that examined differences in
boys' and girls' involvement with household activities in
the Irish context. This study uses a large, nationally rep-
resentative sample of children across two time points
and uses two different types of measures: time use diary
data and questionnaires to assess involvement with
household tasks. The focus on an Irish context.
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• The results highlight that inequalities in domestic chores
occur at nine and are even greater at 13: girls do more
housework and children tend to do “gender typical”
chores.
• These findings highlight that Irish children are developing in
a society characterised by gendered childhood housework
traditions. These findings highlight the need for policy
attempting to rebalance gender equality in domestic labour
distributions (and the labour market) to acknowledge that
domestic labour inequalities are beginning in childhood.
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1 | INTRODUCTION
Despite progress in public spheres, gender inequality persists in private homes worldwide (Dotti Sani, 2016; Ireland;
McGinnity & Russell, 2008; Russell, Grotti, McGinnity, & Privalko, 2019; Treas & Tai, 2016), where women do more
housework than men (Bianchi, Sayer, Milkie, & Robinson, 2012; Horne, Johnson, Galambos, & Krahn, 2018; Kan, Sul-
livan, & Gershuny, 2011; Russell et al., 2019; Treas & Tai, 2016). In Ireland, women do about 20 hours of housework
weekly compared to men's 9 hours (McGinnity & Russell, 2008; Russell et al., 2019). As well as doing different
amounts of housework, men and women generally do different types of chores. Men do more outdoor-work/mainte-
nance, while women do more care-work/laundry (American Time Use Survey, 2015; Bartley, Blanton, &
Gilliard, 2005; Bianchi et al., 2000; Quadlin & Doan, 2018).
Unequal housework is a legitimate source of domestic conflict (Carlson, Miller, & Sassler, 2018;
Charbonneau, Lachance-Grzela, & Bouchard, 2019; Coltrane, 2000; Frisco & Williams, 2003). Beyond the home,
it undermines women's career progression, professional advancement (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010) and
psychological well-being (Claffey & Mickelson, 2009) and buttresses gender power dynamics within society
(West & Zimmerman, 1987).
Gendered patterns of housework may form during childhood and persist into adulthood (Dotti Sani, 2016;
Hu, 2015; Lundberg, 2005). While children generally do little housework (Bonke, 2010), girls do more than boys
(Hu, 2015) and tasks become more gendered with age (Crouter, Manke, & McHale, 1995; Dotti Sani, 2016). Similar
patterns are seen across countries (e.g., Sweden, Denmark, Spain, Italy, China, Germany and the USA) (Alvarez &
Miles-Touya, 2012; Bonke, 2010; Dotti Sani, 2016; Evertsson, 2006; Gager, Cooney, & Call, 1999; Hu, 2015;
Schulz, 2019). Children also have been found to conduct gendered chore types in a similar way seen in adulthood
although this is relatively understudied in childhood (Gager et al., 1999).
Children's housework time has not been documented in Ireland, although Hannan, Smyth, McCullagh,
O'Leary and McMahon (1996) and Leonard (2004) found that young (15–18 year-old) women did more
than young men. Most young women viewed their parents' housework divisions as unfair, and 84%
expected better in their adulthood despite already doing more than young men their age. The current
study extends these results to Irish children using the nationally representative longitudinal Growing Up in
Ireland (GUI) survey (Murray et al., 2011). Considering inequity in children's housework is important for
several reasons.
2 of 17 O'REILLY AND QUAYLE
First, it has practical policy implications. If gendered domestic labour inequality exists in childhood as it does in
adulthood, policies should consider children as well as parents.
Second, housework inequities may advantage and disadvantage boy and girl children, just as they do adults
(Leonard, 2004). Larger amounts of housework can often be associated with lower grades (Lam, Greene, &
McHale, 2016). Less housework also means boys have more time for homework, socializing, organized activities, etc.
(Bonke, 2010) but are losing some benefits of domestic tasks like learning skills, self-discipline and responsibility
(Penha-Lopes, 2006) and spending time alongside parents (McHale, Crouter, & Tucker, 1999).
Third, Penha-Lopes (2006) argued that children learn competence in “feminine” and “masculine” tasks only
when trained in them. Doing mainly gender-normative tasks means missing out on key skills which foster indepen-
dence, like learning to cook and clean for boys or maintaining a car for girls (Penha-Lopes, 2006).
Fourth, gendered patterns developed in childhood frequently persist in adulthood (Lundberg, 2005), and house-
work patterns are no exception (Hu, 2015). Indeed, conducting housework (or escaping it) is a way for children to learn
gender roles (Goodnow, 1988). The modelling hypothesis suggests that children learn housework behaviours through
observation of their parents (Bandura, 1977). Gendered parental housework time is positively correlated with children's
gendered housework time and may be the strongest predictor (Cordero-Coma & Esping-Andersen, 2018; Schulz, 2019).
However, it may be worse when mothers work outside the home and have less time for housework, as the excess often
becomes girls' responsibility (Crouter et al., 2001; Lam et al., 2016). On the other hand, fathers' housework time is posi-
tively related to their daughters' gender attitudes and professional goals (Croft, Schmader, Block, & Baron, 2014).
In Ireland, housework time in adulthood remains gendered, despite women's increasing employment outside the
home (Russell et al., 2019). Thus, Irish children are developing in contexts where housework aligns with femininity.
This may enduringly socialize boys and girls to see housework as women's responsibility (Lundberg, 2005).
The current study addresses the following questions in the Irish context: (a) How does time spent doing house-
work change as children grow older? (b) How do boys and girls differ in the amount of time they spend doing
housework? (c) How do boys and girls differ in the types of tasks they conduct and are these trends “gender typi-
cal”? (d) If there is a gender gap in housework, how does this change as children get older?
2 | METHOD
2.1 | Design
Growing up in Ireland GUI is an ongoing large-scale longitudinal survey funded by the Department of Children and
Youth Affairs aiming to understand children's development by gathering information on factors relating to their
development (Murray et al., 2011). The study adopts a multi-informant approach, issuing questionnaires to children,
primary and secondary caregivers, principals and teachers. The GUI study follows the development of 8,000 children
from age 9 (Wave one of data collection: W1) to age 13 (Wave two of data collection: W2).
The present study analyses the GUI as secondary data, with permission and in accordance with data-use agree-
ments. These secondary data have the benefit of being carefully collected, nationally representative data, but require
the opportunistic use of available variables and methods. The data comprise a large nationally representative sample
with well-designed time-use and questionnaire measures directly relevant to this under-studied topic.
2.2 | Data availability
Data comprised secondary data from the 9- and 13-year-old cohort quantitative subsections of the GUI study
(Murray et al., 2011; Thornton, Williams, McCrory, Murray, & Quail, 2011). Data collection in the GUI adopted a
two-stage clustered sample design, involving random sampling of 1,105 primary schools (from a population of 3,000
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in the Republic of Ireland) from which 910 schools responded. The second stage involved random sampling of 8,500
nine-year-old children (from a population of 56,497) within these primary schools. The primary sampling units (PSU)
were selected to be reflective of variability in the population while maintaining homogeneity across PSU's.
The sample was regionally representative and contained no spatial bias. Participation was voluntary. The same partic-
ipants were revisited at age 13. The sample consisted of parents of 9-year-old children attending primary school in
Ireland and the children themselves (N = 8,568) including 7,697 mothers and 6,970 fathers. Of the original sample,
87.83% were retained in the second wave, an acceptable retention rate (Gager et al., 1999).
Those included in the current analysis were children who participated in both waves of the study (N = 7,525). Chil-
dren who were hampered in their daily activities (as identified by primary caregivers' response to the question “Is the
study child hampered in his/her daily activities?”) were deleted fromW1 (N = 309) and W2 (N = 246). It was presumed
these children would be unable to conduct housework or would not represent “typical” housework behaviour. Missing
data were excluded from analyses (N = 575). Thus, the final sample for the questionnaire section of the study was
6,370. For the time-use, diary section of this research, which included only those who completed the diary at both
waves and excluded outliers (N = 27, see results section for details), was 5,066. Table 1 presents sample characteristics.
For details on how household class and equivalized annual income were calculated, please see Murray et al., 2011.
There were differential response rates in GUI at the data collection stage – families with higher education and
higher social class were more likely to respond and, therefore, are disproportionately represented in the sample. To
account for over or under representation of population segments, all data were statistically adjusted to be represen-
tative of the population of 9- and 13-year olds by weighting it to correct it for population characteristics, as advised
TABLE 1 Sample characteristics, parent's education level and household class
Sample characteristics %
Female children 51.6
Urban; rural 44.9; 54.9
Nuclear families 89.9
Primary caregiver is child's biological mother 98%
ranged in age from 26 to 50 (M = 40.09, SE = 5.2)
Secondary caregiver is child's biological father 84.1% ranged in age from 23 to 50 (M = 42.16, SE = 5.10)
Mothers worked over 15 hours per week 50.8%
Education level % mother % father
No education or primary school 5.3 5.9
Lower secondary school 22.2 26.3
Higher secondary school 37.5 29.9
Non-degree 16.8 15.2









Note: Nuclear family is a term used to describe a family group consisting of two parents and their children.
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by the GUI data-use recommendations (Murray et al., 2011). This allows more representative and unbiased popula-
tion estimates to be obtained. With weighting, the variance of estimates is generally larger and confidence intervals
are wider. This means statistical significance will only be achieved for larger differences (Kalton & Flores-
Cervantes, 2003), which can be an advantage as it reduces the risk of statistically significant but practically meaning-
less results that are frequently observed with large datasets.
2.3 | Materials
2.3.1 | Sex
Sex was reported by the child's primary caregiver in a questionnaire as forced choice between two options: male or
female. Sex was dummy coded (male 0, female 1).
2.3.2 | Life course stage
Life course stage was a repeated measures variable coded from the wave in which data were collected. That is, data
were collected when children were 9 years (time one/wave 1) and again when they were 13 years (time two/wave 2).
2.3.3 | Time spent doing housework (Diary)
The dependent variable time spent doing housework was measured using a one-day time-use diary which partitioned the
24-hr day into 15 min time slots. This diary provided the respondent with 24 closed activities to choose from, one of which
was “Housework” (see Appendix A). The participant completed the diary themselves, but they were informed that they
could ask for assistance from a caregiver if they were having difficulty. A composite variable of housework time in minutes
was created counting the number of 15-min slots spent doing housework during the diary day (Murray et al., 2011).
2.3.4 | Time spent doing specific chores (Questionnaire)
The independent variables cooking, washing dishes, hoovering, helping with relatives, helping with younger siblings
cleaning the car, putting out bins and gardening were measured using a questionnaire. The predictor variable was
classified a priori into typically male and typically female tasks based on previous research. Typically, female tasks
included cooking, washing dishes, hoovering, helping with relatives and helping with younger siblings. Typically male
tasks included cleaning the car, putting out the bins and gardening (American Time Use Survey, 2015; Bartley
et al., 2005; Bianchi et al., 2000; Quadlin & Doan, 2018). Respondents were asked “Do you do any of these chores
at home?” and rated answers on a three-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 3 (often) for W1 and a five-point scale
ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (everyday) As W2 questionnaire data consisted of five categories, this variable was col-
lapsed into three categories to match W1 responses (see Table 2).
2.3.5 | Control variables
Potentially confounding variables were controlled for in both the time use and questionnaire analyses and included
mother and father's education (reported by father and mother, respectively), mother's employment hours (reported
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by the mother) and family income and number of siblings (all reported by the primary caregiver). A variable rep-
resenting total number of siblings (including step and foster siblings) was created.
2.4 | A note on time-use data vs. questionnaire data
Time-use data are susceptible to under-reporting. Children do not do housework every day (Bonke, 2005) and each
time-use diary only accesses one day of each child which may be problematic, as the day of diary completion may
not be typical. Nonetheless, the sample is considered to be large enough to negate this limitation. Michelsom and
Ziegler (in Juster & Stafford, 1991) assessed the validity of diary methods through comparisons of direct behaviour
observations with time use reports, finding that diary reports were reasonably accurate. Furthermore, time-use diary
data are widely accepted as the gold standard measure of housework time (Russell et al., 2019).
The most accurate schedule for self-recorded diary data completion is between 5 and 15 min slots listing pre-
determined activities (Gershuny, 2015). In the present data, 15 min slots were used. It is important to acknowledge that
closed activity diary formation constrains the respondents' choice and may therefore influence responses. Nonetheless,
the alternative (open approach) is vulnerable to inconsistencies in participants' reporting such as level of detail provided.
Concerns over whether 9-year-old children are able to accurately complete time use diaries have been raised,
but research verifies that diaries which require attention on discrete periods within a single day (as used in these
data) are valid (Vandewater & Lee, 2009) and that it is difficult for children to fabricate information when using pre-
determined activities (Vandewater & Lee, 2009).
However, Kroska (2004) suggests more accurate housework time representations can be achieved through
detailed questions about specific types of chores (achieved in this study with questionnaire data).
Questionnaires are criticized due to their retrospective nature which tends to result in uncertainty
(Bonke, 2005). In the questionnaire section of the GUI, participants are required to recall their household activities
over the past week which may lead to inaccurate reports (Bonke, 2005). In the present study, relevant data from
both time-use and questionnaires were collected by the GUI, using this combination, ameliorates some of the disad-
vantages of both data collection types. Note as well that the present study is concerned mainly with the comparison
between boys and girls, which is unlikely to be sensitive to these measurement issues.
2.5 | Procedure
Participants signed consent forms and completed questionnaires administered by GUI interviewers in the participant's
home (for more detail on the exact procedure see Murray et al., 2011). A caregiver was present while the child com-
pleted the questionnaire, but children were instructed to answer questions by themselves. For the daily diary, inter-
viewers left a paper copy of the diary in the child's home. The child chose a day to complete the diary and completed
the diary about the chosen day while that day was occurring. The child was allowed to receive help from a caregiver if
needed. The diary day was segmented into 96 fifteen-minute slots. For each of these time slots, respondents marked a
TABLE 2 Questionnaire response
options at wave 1 and 2




Two to three times a week
Four to five times a week
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box corresponding to one of 25 available activities (one of which was “housework”). Respondents indicated which day
of the week the chosen day was, as well as whether it was a weekend or weekday and whether it was during the
school term. Once completed, respondents returned the diary using a prepaid envelope. Each respondent in the current
sample answered questionnaires as well as completing the daily diary at age 9 and age 13.
3 | ANALYSES
Based on previous research on children's and adults' gendered housework divisions in other countries, we had the
following a priori hypotheses:
1. Older children will spend more time overall doing housework than younger children (H1)
2. Girls will spend more time overall doing housework than boys (H2)
3. Girls will conduct more typically feminine chores and boys will conduct typically masculine chores (H3)
4. The gender gap in overall time spent doing housework will increase with age. (H4)
3.1 | Covariates
Several variables unrelated to gender have been found to impact housework time, and this “noise” is dealt with sta-
tistically by controlling for them. However, caution is necessary when interpreting the results as these other variables
still have an impact and statistically controlling for these variables may give an exaggerated sense of order.
Following similar studies, we controlled for the following: mother's employment hours (Cunningham, 2001);
mother and father's education level (Evertsson, 2006; Dotti Sani, 2016); number of siblings (Evertsson, 2006); house-
hold income (Bonke, 2010) and number of siblings under 7 years (Evertsson, 2006). A variable representing total
number of siblings (including step and foster siblings) was created. A number of important control variables could not
be included in this study as they were not included in the data – this is discussed in detail in the limitations section.
Nonetheless, due to the social importance of the subject, the large scale nationally representative data, the longitudi-
nal nature of the sample and the availability of time use data (the gold standard of housework studies; Russell
et al., 2019), the study still yields important and interesting results.
3.2 | Time use data testing hypothesis 1 and 2
Two mixed factorial ANOVA's were conducted. The first included a between-subjects variable; sex (two levels: male
vs. female), a within-subjects variable; time (two levels: age 9 [W1] and age 13 [W2]) and a dependent variable over-
all time spent doing housework (as recorded in a daily diary) (N = 5,066). The second ANOVA was the same as the
first, but also included, as covariates, mother's education level, father's education level, mother's employment hours,
income level, number of siblings and number of siblings younger than 7 years. Similar analyses methods were used
by Gager et al. (1999) and Benin and Edwards (1990).
3.2.1 | Zero inflation
It is important to consider that the proportion of zero-responses in the dependent variable is very high (.80). Two
approaches were taken to investigate the effect of zero inflation: dichotomization to test the overall effect and
removing zeros to explore differences amongst the children reporting at least some housework.
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Although many studies use Tobit regressions to compensate for large number of zero's present in such data
(e.g., Alvarez & Miles-Touya, 2012; Bonke, 2010), Fisher and colleagues caution that “Tobit models assume that large
numbers of 0 cases appear because of censorship of reporting imposed by the survey design, but in general, the 0s
represent real behaviour” (Fisher, Gershuny, Atlintas, & Gauthier, 2012, p. 96). As many studies report that children's
participation in housework is low or non-existent (Bonke, 2010), it is likely the high number of zero's typical to data
regarding children's housework time reflects real behaviour, rendering Tobit regression inappropriate.
Instead zero-inflation was addressed by dichotomization between those who did no (0) or some (1) housework
as suggested by McCallum and colleagues (MacCallum, Zhang, Preacher, & Rucker, 2002). A chi square analysis on
the dichotomized variable assessed the association between gender and time spent doing housework by children
aged 9 and 13 separately.
3.3 | Questionnaire data testing hypotheses 3 and 4
To see if children's gender could be correctly classified based only on their reported housework, binary logistic
regressions were run separately for children at age 9 and adolescents age 13 with missing data excluded from ana-
lyses (N = 6,370). The predictor variable was housework type. There were eight different housework types, and each
had two levels (occasionally, often), these 16 variables were entered as independent variables in one logistic regres-
sion model at time one (age 9), and another at time two (age 13). The housework chore types were classified a priori
into male and female tasks as follows: typically female tasks: cooking, washing dishes, hoovering, helping with rela-
tives, helping with younger siblings, typically male tasks: cleaning the car, putting out the bins, gardening (American
Time Use Survey, 2015; Bartley et al., 2005; Bianchi et al., 2000; Quadlin & Doan, 2018). The outcome variable was
sex (male, female), and it was expected that we would be able to correctly classify participants as boys or girls based
on their domestic labour profile: that those who do more typically female tasks will be more likely to be female and
those who do more typically male tasks will be more likely to be male. Similar analyses methods were used by Dotti
Sani (2016) and Evertsson (2006). Although using gender as an outcome variable is untypical, it is important to con-
ceptualize independent and dependent variables as distinctive from cause and effect relationships. The model would
not imply any causal relation between the independent and dependent variable in this case, but rather, determine
whether the independent variables provide enough information to correctly classify participants into the dependent
variable groups. If we know what housework activities each participant does, is this enough information to classify
participants as girls or boys? That is, how informative of gender are typically male and female domestic labour activi-
ties? This approach allows us to include all eight predictors in one model and has advantages compared to other
approaches, such as multiple t-tests/ANOVA's (which would not allow the researchers to assess small differences
across predictors and would increase family-wise error rate) or Hotelling T 2̂ test (which is especially vulnerable
when using polytomous variables, as is the case in this research) (Harrell, 2001).
4 | RESULTS
4.1 | Preliminary analysis time use data
As there was zero inflation in the data, we excluded the zero's (looking only at children who did some housework)
and we treated anything equal or more than 3 hr 45 min of housework a day as an outlier. Cases above this cut-off
were excluded deleted (N = 25). Although this value is relatively arbitrary, it was assumed because most young peo-
ple only conduct on average 1 hr of housework per week (Bonke, 2010), and because so few young people recorded
these values, that they were likely to be errors.
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Assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were violated (Data S1) due to zero inflation (discussed in
detail below). However, due to the large sample size, it is reasonable to assume that residuals are roughly normally distrib-
uted (Field, 2013). However, we also ran specialized models to explore the potential effect of zero-inflation on results.
In relation to homogeneity of variance, small variance differences between groups can be statistically significant
if the sample size is large and is seen to be only relevant for large samples when group sizes are not approximately
equal (Field, 2013); therefore, this is not seen as a problem. Assumption of random sampling, linearity and multi-
collinearity are not violated.
Table 3 presents descriptive statistics of when the diary was completed. To ensure no artificial gender difference
was present in the model, chi-square tests for independence were conducted on time of diary completion which indi-
cated no significant differences between weekend vs. weekday at wave 1, χ2 (1, N = 5,494) = 2.63, p > .05 or wave
2, χ2 (1, N = 4,339) = .32, p > .05, and no difference between term time versus holidays at wave 1, χ2 (1,
N = 5,494) = 5.91, p > .05 or wave 2, χ2 (1, N = 4,339) = 4.73, p > .05.
5 | MAIN ANALYSES
5.1 | Time use data testing hypothesis 1 and 2
Results of the first mixed factorial ANOVA demonstrated a significant main effect of gender on time spent
doing housework F(1, 5,064) = 37.25, p < .001, ηp2 = .007 (Figure 1).
This indicates that girls and young women are reporting more housework time than boys and young men,
supporting hypothesis 2. A significant main effect of time was also found F(1, 5,064) = 5.72, p = .02, ηp2 = .001, indi-
cating that the participants report conducting more housework at age 9 versus 13. This was in the opposite direction
F IGURE 1 Number of 15 min slots doing housework by wave (age 9, age 13)
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predicted and does not provide support for hypothesis 1. No significant interaction effect was found (F(1,
5,064) = 3.42, p = .06) indicating that boys' and young men's and girls' and young women's housework time was not
affected differently at both time points.
Results of the second mixed factorial ANOVA (including the covariates) demonstrated a significant main effect of
gender (F(1, 2,126) = 10.91, p = .001, ηp2 = .005), no main effect of time (p = .24) and no interaction effect (p = .10).
Father's education level F(1, 2,126) = 6.98, p = .008, ηp2 = .003) and household income level F(1, 2,126) = 11.21,
p = .001, ηp2 = .005) significantly affected housework time. This effect was probed via two one-way ANOVA's sepa-
rately testing the effect of father's education level and household income level's effect on housework time. Neither
were significant (p = .72, p = .08 respectively), indicating that only when holding all other variables in the model con-
stant, father's education, household income and gender influence time spent doing housework. The effect of gender
remains significant when the covariates are included and excluded. The remaining covariates did not significantly affect
housework time (mother's education level (p = .18), father's education level (p = .72), mother's employment hours
(p = .10), income level (p = .07), number of siblings (p = .29) and number of siblings under 7 (p = .49)).
5.2 | Chi square addressing zero inflation
At age 9, there was no difference between boys and girls, but by age 13, more young women did some housework.
The odds of a child doing some housework at age 13 were 1.4 times higher if they were a young woman, χ2 (1,
N = 5,109 = 30.58, p < .05 (Figure 2).
5.3 | Questionnaire data testing hypotheses 3 and 4
5.3.1 | Age 9
The binary logistic regression model significantly predicted gender, χ2 (30) = 742.01. p < .05. The Cox and Snell r2
was .10, and the Nagelkerke's r2 was .13 (indicating that the model explained between 10% and 13% of the vari-
ance), and 63% of cases were accurately classified by the model.
Those who did typically female tasks “occasionally” or “often” were significantly more likely to be girls and those
who occasionally or often did typically male tasks were significantly more likely to be boys. For example, those who
did the cooking often at age 9 were almost twice as likely to be girls, whereas those who put out the bins often at
age 9 were half as likely to be girls (Tables 4 and 5). This supports hypothesis 3.
5.3.2 | Age 13
The binary logistic regression model significantly predicted gender, χ2 (29) = 1,395.51, p < .05. The Cox and Snell r2
was .20, and the Nagelkerke r2 was .27 (indicating that the model explained between 20% and 27% of the variance).
The model accurately classified 70% of cases at age 13. Those who did female tasks occasionally or often were
TABLE 3 Time diary was completed
% Wave one % Wave two
In school term 59.5 49.6
Out of school term 10 5.4
Weekday 53.9 40.6
Weekend 15.7 14.4
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significantly more likely to be young women and those who occasionally or often did male tasks were significantly
more likely to be young men. For example, those who did the cooking often at age 13 were almost seven times as
likely to be young women, whereas those who put out the bins often at age 13 were .2 times as likely to be young
women (Tables 6 and 7). The gap at age 13 was bigger than age 9 supporting hypothesis 3 and 4.
6 | DISCUSSION
These results show that Irish children do not do much housework, but that girls/young women do more than boys/
young men; children/young adults conduct gender typical housework tasks and the gender gap in overall time spent
F IGURE 2 Those who do some housework by gender
TABLE 4 Typically female tasks age 9
Variable B (SE) Exp (B) Odds p
Helping with cooking (occasionally) .664 (.061) 1.943 *
Helping with cooking (often) 1.150 .079 3.157 *
Hoovering/cleaning (occasionally) .177 (.076) 1.193 *
Hoovering/cleaning (often) .472 (.087) 1.602 *
Washing dishes/emptying the dishwasher (occasionally) .593 (.066) 1.810 *
Washing dishes/emptying the dishwasher (often) .791 (.073) 2.206 *
Helping with younger brothers and sisters (occasionally) 0 1 >.05
Helping with younger brothers and sisters (often) .332 (.076) 1.394 *
Helping an elderly or sick relative in the family (occasionally) .09 .96 >.05
Helping an elderly or sick relative in the family (often) .08 1.1 >.05
*p < .05.
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doing housework increases with age. These findings can reasonably be generalized to the Irish population, given the
high-quality representative weighted sample.
At an early age, girls/young women and boys/young men are developing housework patterns that mirror the
problematic housework patterns seen in adulthood. Girls/young women spent more time conducting housework
(confirming hypothesis 2). Although the effect size was small, note that these data were weighted, obtaining more
representative/unbiased population estimates. With weighting, the variance of estimates is generally larger, and con-
fidence intervals are wider, thus statistical significance will only be achieved for larger differences (Kalton & Flores-
TABLE 5 Typically male tasks age 9
Variable B (SE) Exp (B) Odds p
Helping in the garden (occasionally) .051 (.059) .951 *
Helping in the garden (often) .368 (.076) .692 *
Putting out the bin/recycling (occasionally) .569 (.059) .566 *
Putting out the bin/recycling (often) .788 (.068) .455 *
Cleaning the car (occasionally) .210 (.056) .810 *
Cleaning the car (often) .553 (.078) .575 *
*p < .05.
TABLE 6 Typically female tasks age 13
Variable B (SE) Exp (B) Odds p
Helping with cooking (occasionally) .995 (.08) 2.704 *
Helping with cooking (often) 1.906 (.09) 6.724 *
Hoovering/cleaning (occasionally) .505 (.12) 1.656 *
Hoovering/cleaning (often) .656 (.12) 1.927 *
Washing dishes/emptying the dishwasher (occasionally) .540 (.12) 1.715 *
Washing dishes/emptying the dishwasher (often) .860 (.12) 2.362 *
Helping with younger brothers and sisters (occasionally) .253 (.09) .776 *
Helping with younger brothers and sisters (often) .246 (.08) 1.280 *
Helping an elderly or sick relative in the family (occasionally) .07 1.1 >.05
Helping an elderly or sick relative in the family (often) .248 (.08) 1.282 *
*p < .05.
TABLE 7 Typically male tasks age 13
Variable B (SE) Exp (B) Odds p
Helping in the garden (occasionally) .555 (.07) .574 *
Helping in the garden (often) 1.586 (.09) .205 *
Putting out the bin/recycling (occasionally) .844 (.09) .430 *
Putting out the bin/recycling (often) 1.525 (.09) .218 *
Cleaning the car (occasionally) .334 (.07) .716 *
Cleaning the car (often) .343 (.1) .710 *
*p < .05.
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Cervantes, 2003), reducing the risk of statistically significant but practically meaningless results that are frequently
observed with large datasets.
Irish girls/young women spend more time doing typically feminine tasks, including cooking, hoovering, washing
dishes and helping with younger siblings and older relatives. Boys/young men spent more time on typically masculine
tasks including gardening, putting out bins and cleaning the car (confirming hypothesis 3). Binary logistic regression
models accurately classified participants' reported gender based only on reported domestic labour patterns for
between 63% and 70% of cases, accounting for 10–13% (age 9) and 20–27% of the variance (age 13). This provides
reasonable evidence that Irish children participate in chores gender-typically, and that this gender gap widens from
childhood to adolescence. This is practically important as typically feminine chores are more time-consuming
(e.g., dishes, cooking, care duties are everyday tasks bins and cutting the grass are sporadic).
Overall, there was a small but significant decrease in children's housework time from age 9 to age 13. This was
opposite to hypothesis 1, which expected that 13 year olds would conduct more housework. However, this trend
disguises that young men did less housework at age 13 than age 9 and young women did significantly more. As Irish
young people move from childhood to adolescence young men contribute less to housework and young women con-
tribute more, confirming hypothesis 4.
Children learn gendered behavioural patterns at a young age, and lifetime trajectories of unequal housework behaviour
may be developing in childhood (Lundberg, 2005; McHale et al., 1999). Housework time in childhood negatively effects
grades, potentially advantaging boys who do less housework (Bezerra et al., 2018; Lam et al., 2016) and giving young men a
head-start entering the labour market (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010), as they have more time to develop relevant
skills. However, boys may be missing time spent with parents learning domestic skills, self-discipline and responsibility
(McHale, Bartko, Crouter, & Perry-Jenkins, 1990; Penha-Lopes, 2006). Nevertheless, less housework means that boys have
more time for leisure, sports and hobbies (Stafford, 2007), just as men do in adulthood (Milkie, Raley, & Bianchi, 2009).
6.1 | Limitations
Domestic labour is difficult to measure and more so for child respondents. While the GUI includes diary and time-
use measures, the questionnaire retrospectively assessed housework time “over the past week”, relying on memory
and the ability to aggregate housework into meaningful categories. This is difficult to do accurately (Bonke, 2005),
and previous research has concluded that diary information is more reliable and valid than questionnaires
(Bonke, 2005). However, as diaries only address the day of data collection, they would likely under-estimate infre-
quent tasks like taking out bins or garden work.
Some important control measures (Alvarez & Miles-Touya, 2012) were not collected in the survey and therefore
could not be modelled. These include parents': division of housework; childcare support; outsourced housework sup-
port and gender ideology. However, since we are mainly interested in gender comparisons rather than absolute
levels, the absence of these controls are unlikely to have affected our core findings.
6.2 | Conclusions
The nationally representative GUI survey provides a window into childhood domestic labour participation in Ireland.
In one sense, there is gender equity in childhood housework in Ireland, given that most children – girls and boys both
– do very little housework. However, for children doing domestic labour, there are gender differences at age 9 in
type and quantity of labour and these differences amplify over time. By age 13, labour is more gender-typical, and
young women are doing even more of it.
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Domestic labour inequality needs to be addressed if we value gender equality in the public sphere. This study
demonstrates that Irish children are developing in a society perpetuating gendered housework traditions. Policy
interventions in Ireland should account for the finding that housework inequality begins in childhood.
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7. Doing Homework or Study
8. Hanging around with Friends
9. Spending time with Family
10. Playing with or Exercising Pet
11. At Gym, playing sport or doing physical exercise
12. Attending a sports event
13. Using the Internet/Emailing
14. Playing computer games
15. Talking on the Phone or Texting
16. Music lesson, Drama, Classes
17. Watching TV, Films, Videos or DVDs
18. Listening to music
19. Reading for pleasure
20. Housework
21. Hobbies and other leisure activities
22. Shopping
23. Going to Discos and Bar
24. Going to party or Social Event
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